Final Notes February 1, 2000

IMPLEMENTATION TEAM MEETING NOTES

January 6, 2000, 9:00 am.-4 p.m.

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE OFFICES
PORTLAND, OREGON

|. Greetings, Introductions and Review of the Agenda.

The January 6, 2000 meeting of the Implementation Team, held & the Nationd Marine
Fisheries Service's offices in Portland, Oregon, was chaired by Brian Brown of NMFS and facilitated
by Jacqueline Abd. The agendafor the January 6 meeting and alist of attendees are attached as
Enclosures A and B.

Thefollowing isadidtillation (not averbatim transcript) of items discussed at the meseting,
together with actions taken on those items. Please note that some enclosures referenced in the body of
the text may be too lengthy to attach; al enclosures referenced are available upon request from
NMFSs Kathy Cebalos at 503/230-5420 or viaemail at kathy.ceballos@noaa.gov.

Brown and Abd welcomed everyone to the meeting, led around of introductions and areview
of the agenda.

Il. Updates.

A. In-Season Management. The Corps Cindy Henriksen reported that the National
Westher Service has released its early-bird water supply forecast, which shows an average water year
around the basin in 2000. The January-July early-bird forecast for Grand Coulee is 103 percent of
average, a Lower Granite, the April-Jduly early-bird forecast is 18.8 MAF, 87 percent of average; the
forecast a The Ddles for the January-July period is 104 MAF, 98 percent of average, Henriksen said.

What that meansis that some of the flow objectives for the upcoming migration season may not
be at their maximum level, Henriksen said; however, this forecast is based on snowpack data through
December 31 only. Since then, snowpack has been building in the upper basins, and isup to 109-110
percent of average in some basins, Henriksen said. However, in the Upper Snake basin, snowpack is



gill well below normd; the same istrue in Montana. Henriksen noted thet the January find water
supply forecast, which will aso be based on data through December 31, will be used asthe first
estimate for the 2000 spring and summer flow objectives.

Henriksen said the next TMT meeting will be held on January 12; the group isin the midst of its
annua post-season review and planning process for the upcoming management season. That includes
the development of the 2000 Water Management Plan, of course, Henriksen said; we have been
discussing the possihility of changing the format of the Plan, to list goals and objectives first, followed by
criteriato initiate actions.

The other thing we re looking at, which may have some ramifications for the IT, isthe TMT
Guidelines, Henriksen continued. One of the main changes we' re conddering is the possibility of
changing the ddlivery schedule for SORs and moving the weekly TMT meeting to Thursday mornings,
rather than Wednesday afternoons, she said. Because there is some overlgpinthe TMT and IT
membership, this could have an impact on attendance a the monthly IT meeting; in addition, if thereisa
need for dispute resolution, it may be necessary for the IT to convene via conference cal on Friday,
rather than Thursday.

What concerns are driving this potentid shift inthe TMT timeline? Ron Boyce asked. As
you're avare, Henriksen replied, the TMT has been discussing the possibility of closing a portion of its
weekly meeting to protect economicaly senstive information, to help meet some of BPA’s economic
needs. It has been suggested that this changein the TMT’ s weekly timeline might diminate the need to
close aportion of the weekly TMT meeting; we have been discussing this concept with that in mind,
sad Henriksen. Theideaiis that SORs would be due on Wednesday and would be kept confidential
among the TMT membership until the time of the weekly meeting, instead of being posted on the Fish
Passage Center homepage as soon as they are received.

If the IT was able to ded with unresolved operationd issues on Friday, would that work for the
Corps, Bonneville and Reclamation, in terms of their ability to schedule the agreed-upon operation?
Brown asked. It worksfor the Corps, Henriksen replied; | can’t speak for BPA or Reclamation. Dan
Daey sad that schedule would work for Bonneville, with the understanding that the TMT has been
working together for along time now, and probably won't need to elevate alarge number of issuesin
2000. Our schedulers can probably ded with afina decison, if they have adequate lead time, he said;
that lead time would include the idea that new SORs would be kept in the hands of the sdmon
managers and the action agencies until the Thursday TMT meseting, and not released to the generd
public. If they don't have that lead time, said Ddey, then the question becomes academic. The actud
recommendations would gtill bemadea TMT or, in some cases, a I T, Daey said, but it would help
our marketers just to know the operationd intentions of the sadlmon managers a day or two ahead of
time. 1t would keep Bonneville from being placed in aforced-sdll or forced-purchase Stuation; the net
effect of those behind-the-eight-ball Stuationsis an increase in the cost of the fish operations, said
Ddey.



After afew minutes of discussion, there was generd agreement that the contemplated changein
the weekly TMT timeline probably wouldn’t pose a mgjor obstacle to normal 1T operations, there was
no IT objection to the TMT setting whatever schedule they fed works best for them, and having the IT
work around that schedule.

One other minor point with respect to the Guiddines, said Henriksen —we will probably be
removing the reference in the Guidelines to the Executive Committeg; unless there is another group we
need to refer to above the IT for ultimate, policy-level dispute resolution, we will just refer to the I T in
our dispute resolution section. | would be comfortable with that, said Brown.

Doesn't BPA pre-schedule its weekend operations on Thursday, and its Monday operations on
Friday? Jm Ruff asked. How would it affect that pre-scheduling if some issues aren't resolved until
Friday? We re dill taking about that internaly, Daey replied; we' re not sure how that will work, but
the implication is that we would need to pre-schedule based on the non-public SOR. If BPA guesses
wrong on whatever decison is ultimately made a TMT, then we |l have to eet the cogt, said Ddley.

In response to a question, Jm Nielsen said that, even if the TMT moves its weekly meeting to
Thursday morning, it is sill FPAC' sintent to findize its weekly SORs by Tuesday afternoon. | would
certainly encourage that, said Brown, athough if this change in schedule provides an opportunity for
fuller discussion and coordination among the State, triba and federal sdmon managers, | would
encourage you to avail yoursaves of that aswell.

B. Plan for Analyzing and Testing Hypotheses (PATH). The PATH update was
presented during Agenda ltem V1, below.

C. Integrated Scientific Advisory Board (ISAB). NO ISAB report was presented at
today’ s meeting.

D. Water Quality Team (WQT). EPA’sMary Lou Soscia said that, at the last WQT
meeting, her agency provided a presentation on the now-completed EPA temperature model. EPA is
now in the process of developing a more presentable find report on the model; Soscia asked anyone
who is interested in receiving a copy of this report to contact her.

The next WQT meeting is scheduled for next Tuesday, Soscia said; one of the items we will be
discussng is EPA’s commitment to try to address water quality in the 2000 Biologica Opinion. EPA
has developed a description of a possible water qudity plan for inclusion in the BiOp; we have gotten
agreement from the other federa agencies that water quality will be addressed in the new BiOp, she
said. EPA has been working with the Oregon, Washington and Idaho water qudity agenciesto bring
clearer focus to that plan; my hopeisto use the Water Qudity Team as a collaborative forum for the
sharing of ideas and information about what that plan will eventudly include, Soscia explained. We will
begin that discusson next week.



At next week’ s meeting, the WQT will aso continue to discuss the 2000 Snake River
temperature monitoring plan, as well as the dissolved gas plan for the upcoming season, Soscia
continued. We have dso had some preliminary discussions about developing a plan for 2000
Dworshak operations, she said. Perhaps we could get a presentation on the scope of the water quality
plan at the next IT meeting, aswell asthe schedule for fleshing it out, said Brown. We can provide
that, Sosciareplied. It might aso be agood ideato have a discussion at that meeting about how we
might develop a coordinated plan for Dworshak operations, Boyce suggested.

E. System Configuration Team (SCT). SCT chair Bill Hevlin said he had two main itemsto
report. First, he sad, the ISAB is now engaged in the review of The Ddles surviva sudies, and the
goplication of surviva study methods at other individud projects. Their god isto givetheIT a
response by early February, so that their guidance can be used in the development of the surviva
dudiesthis spring. They may not give us the entire package a that time, Hevlin said, but they will give
us enough to help refine our direction for this spring.

Second, said Hevlin, in response to arequest from Bruce Lovdin at the last IT mesting, | have
copies of a spreadsheet showing actual versus estimated FY’ 99 CRFM expenditures (attached as
Enclosure C); the bottom line is that we spent about $2 million less than the origind estimate for the
FY’99 program ($77.77 million actud, versus $79.560 estimated). Hevlin added that the SCT is now
working on the FY’01 CRFM program, while at the same time addressing any issues referred to them
by the Studies Review Work Group on the FY’ 00 program.

F. Quantitative Analytical Report (QAR). Hevlin said he hopes to have a presentation on
the QAR sfindings to dete at the next IT meeting; in terms of current activities, he said, as you will
recall, there are two QAR work groups—aBiologicad Requirements committee and an Anaytica
committee. The Biologica Requirements committee has completed a draft report, which is now under
review by the contributors. That process will be completed by the end of this month; the 30-45 minute
presentation we hope to have at the February 1T meeting will cover the specificsincluded in that
document. In response to a question, Hevlin said he will distribute copies of the draft Biologicd
Requirements report to the IT membership prior to the group’ s February mesting.

The Andyticad committee is also making progress, but they needed to see the results of the
Biologica Requirements analys's before they can complete their report, Hevlin said. The run
recongtructions and risk assessment are now complete; the group is now working to mode the effects
of the proposed long-term actions. A draft Anaytica report will be available for contributor review
later this month, Hevlin said, which means we could probably provide a presentation on that report at
the March IT meeting.

Reclamation’s Michael Newsom asked whether there are any plansto bring the QAR, CRI and

EDT risk assessments together a some point, to explain how they relate, how their results compare and
where they diverge. | agree that would be very useful, Hevlin replied. Actudly, | think they addressed
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that at the October CRI workshop, said Brown; I'll check to see when the next CRI workshop may be
scheduled.

G. Federal Caucus and Framework Hydro Developments. No Framework update was
presented at today’ s meeting.

I11. Discussion of the Scope of the Regional Forum in Post-2000.

Brown said NMFS has been reorganizing its hydro program staff; he noted that Jm Ruff is now
the lead NMFS contact person on the consultation on the FCRPS. Aswe move through that process,
sad Brown, Im will eventudly teke over my role as chair of the Implementation Team. Bill Hevlin and
Paul Wagner will remain in their respective roles as SCT chair and TMT representative. With that in
mind, said Brown, | have asked Jm to begin working with John Paensky on the question of what
adjustments to the Regiona Forum process may be appropriate for the post-2000 time-frame; he has
some preliminary thoughts to share today.

The lagt time we had a subgtantive discussion on this topic was the September IT meeting, said
Ruff; at that time, we addressed three main issues. Willamette operations, Clean Water Act issues, and
Upper Snake operations.

1. Willamette Operations. It was agreed at the September meeting that, given the fact that
the rain-driven hydrology of the Willamette system is totdly different from the snowpack-driven
hydrology of the Columbia system, and that operation of the Willamette system has no sgnificant
impact on FCRPS operations, Willamette operations will not be a part of the Regional Forum scope,
but will only be brought to the I T’ s attention on a need-to-know basis, said Ruff. Thereisdso an
existing Federa-gtate coordination group which addresses and coordinates Willamette River
operations, which is another reason this group doesn’t need to get involved, he said.

2. Clean Water Act Issues. Ruff said that, a the September IT meeting, EPA encouraged the
other IT membersto be more inclusve in the Regiond Forum — that they encourage the sate fishery
and water quality agencies to coordinate their efforts more meaningfully. Mary Lou Sosciaraised a
number of issues related to the Clean Water Act; the upshot of that discusson wasthat most IT
members, including EPA, fed that water quality issues should continue to be a part of the Regiond
Forum, but that more coordination and outreach to the state water quality agencies and the tribesis
needed, said Ruff. However, there was generd agreement that no structural changes to the Regiona
Forum are needed a this time to effectively address water quality issues.

3. Upper Snake. AsJm Yos hastold usin the past, said Ruff, operations above the Hells
Canyon Complex are aready being addressed through existing processesin Idaho. 1daho supportsthe
current scope of the Regiona Forum’ sinvolvement in Upper Snake issues, which includes regular
updates to the Regiona Forum on how the system is being operated, and on other significant water



management actions under condderation in the Upper Snake. The 427 KAF from the Upper Snake
would still be managed by the TMT, said Ruff. On September 2, the IT decided not to expand the
scope of the Regiona Forum to include Upper Snake Basin water management issues, and that the
current system of TMT management of the 427 KAF and regular briefings from 1daho on how Upper
Snake issues may affect the water supply from that system, isworking. The IT would dso like to
receive regular briefings on the satus of the FERC relicensing process for the Idaho Power Company
projects, Ruff added.

Reclamation’s Michad Newsom noted that a potentid conflict has arisen, in the course of the
development of the bull trout Biologica Opinion, between the ddlivery of the 427 KAF Upper Snake
flow augmentation contribution and the need to maintain aminimum eevation pool a one of the Boise
projects — just a heads-up that this will need to be resolved, Newsom said.

4. Estuary Discussion. Ruff said that, from what he has gathered in his review of the All-H
paper, the concluson isthat the congtruction of the FCRPS has definitely changed the magnitude and
timing of the historic flows that once entered the estuary. Specificaly, he said, spring/summer flows
have decreased, while fal and winter flows have increased; this has changed the characterigtics of the
eduary somewha. That'sthe main impact, in terms of adirect link to Regiona Forum activities, sad
Ruff; the question is, should the scope of the Regionad Forum be broadened to include the estuary?

Ruff added that there are a number of research projects underway under the auspices of the
NMFS Science Center to look at habitat conditionsin the estuary and near-ocean environments, we
can wait until we see some of the results of those sudies, he said, but if anyone else has a strong fedling
about expanding the Regiona Forum scope to include the estuary, | would be open to your
suggestions.

After afew minutes of discusson, there was genera agreement that a briefing from the
researchers on any FCRPS operational measures which may impact or potentidly impact survivd in the
estuary would be very helpful. The question, dso, iswhat types of estuary issues should be included
and excluded within the scope of the Regiona Forum, said Brown; it sounds, from what I'm hearing, as
though the “include’ category would include water qudity and research related to the effects of water
management; the “exclude’ category would include channel degpening, marine mammals, bird predation
and shoreline development.

NMFS can certainly arrange a briefing on the water management effects research, said Brown.
Litchfidld said that, in his view, it might be better to defer such a briefing until the researchers have some
actud reaultsto share. However, it might be helpful to get a sense of what studies are being conducted,
how they’ re being integrated and what their objectives are, Schdler said. Some sense of what NMFS
feds are the criticd uncertainties reated to the estuary, and the timeline for filling in those data gaps,
would aso be useful, said Nidsen.



After abrief discussion, it was agreed that Brown and Ruff will talk to the Science Center
researchers about providing a presentation at the February or March I'T meeting, laying out an
overview of the ongoing research and whatever results are available, and providing an opportunity for
some I T discussion of the thrust of thisresearch. In response to a question, Brown said it might also be
helpful to ask Oregon and Washington to provide a briefing on the Bi-State Water Quality effort. I'll
help coordinate that, said Ruff.

5. Hanford Discussion. Nidsen and Daey sad that, at the September IT meeting, they were
tasked to spesk to the Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee participants at one of the CRI
workshopsin Sandpoint. We did so, said Daey; my recollection of what came out of those discussions
isSmilar to the outcome of our discussions on the Willamette — that the MCCC is dready tasked to
address and coordinate Mid-Columbia operationa and mitigation issues, and that they probably do a
more efficient job of that than the IT could if this group decided to get more directly involved. Thereis
aso aclear need for the I T to be kept informed about Situations or operations of sgnificance, such as
Vernita Bar issues, Hanford Reach fish protection operations and conflicts with Bonneville operations
to protect chinook and chum spawning, Daley sad.

Ruff noted that there is a second group, coordinated by Grant County PUD, whose charge isto
coordinate the Hanford Reach fish protection operation; that body includes both a technical advisory
group, with representatives from the states, tribes, PUDs and federa agencies, and apolicy group. The
message |’ ve gotten in my discussions with the Mid-Columbia PUDs is that they fed these coordinating
committees are functioning well; however, asissues arise which may impact FCRPS operations, they
are willing to bring updates and briefings to the Regiond Forum, said Ruff. Boyce noted thet; last yesr,
the Hanford Reach coordinating group provided weekly updates on the fish protection operation to the
TMT; that formd link has aready been established, and worked well in 1999, he said.

The discussion turned to the potentia conflict, and the need for full coordination, between
Hanford Reach fish protection operations and operations to protect chum and chinook spawning below
Bonneville. There were some I'T concerns that briefings aone on the planned operation developed by
the Hanford Reach fish protection committees may not be enough to ensure that full coordination,
because of the potential conflicts that may occur. We could very easily find oursalvesin aStuation
where we want to maintain 150 K cfs outflow from Bonneville to protect the Ives Idand spawners, but
others want to cut that back to 135 Kcfs because we' re only at an 84 percent chance of Grand Coulee
refill, said Litchfield — who will make those decisions, and how?

Daley sad that, in his opinion, most day-to-day operationa and PUD coordination issues
would be addressed through the Mid-Columbia Coordinating Committee. If issues arise regarding
conflicts between stranding protection and Grand Coulee refill, they would most appropriately be dealt
with through the IT, said Ddey. However, thereredly isn't aneed to air day-to-day operationd issues
a thelT, hesad.



What I'm hearing, then, isthat, in genera, the existing Hanford Reach coordination processes
are working well, said Abdl; the IT needs to be kept informed about any issues which may impact
FCRPS operations, and it’s important for representatives from the Mid-Columbia PUDs to attend the
IT’smeetings. There are, however, some operationa and planning issuesin which the IT needsto be
proactively involved, said Daey.

John Paensky said that, for future meetings, NMFS will review the discussion of the future role
of the Regiond Forum in the minutes from each IT meeting, and will provide a summary of the outcome
of that discussion, so that everyone has a common understanding of what has been agreed to.

6. Non-Hydro Hs. Pdensky said the non-hydro Hs — habitat, hatchery and harvest — are
being addressed in the All-H paper; this paper represents NMFS' view that al of these Hs need to
receive serious consderation in the recovery planning effort. We wanted to check to see whether there
are issues associated with any of the non-hydro Hs that should be of interest to this forum, Palensky
sad.

After afew minutes of discusson, there was generd agreement that the Regiond Forum’'s
scope does not need to be expanded to include the non-hydro Hs at this time; however, there was
interest in receiving periodic briefings on harvest, hatchery and habitat issues with ramifications for the
operation of the FCRPS. Paensky was asked to coordinate a briefing on harvest issues, including
recent developments in the Pecific Sdmon Treaty, aswell as any habitat or hatchery issues that may
arisein connection with the development of the 2000 Biologica Opinion. Paensky noted that the only
hatchery issue he can think of which the IT has discussed in recent years is the Dworshak Hatchery
water supply.

On the hahitat front, said Palensky, as most of you are aware, the Council has embarked on an
aggressve sub-basin planning effort; one question that has arisen is whether the mainstem will be the
subject of a separate plan, or whether pieces of the mainstem will be incorporated into other, individua
sub-basin plans. At this point, the direction the Council gppearsto be heading isto put al of those
things that are not redlly gppropriate for a sub-basin plan into what they’ re calling the sysemwide area,
Pdensky said. The question is, should there be a sub-basin plan for the mainstem, and should the IT
seek some direct involvement in its development?

After afew minutes of discussion, it was agreed to defer further discusson of thisissue until the
February IT meeting, a which point the Council will have provided some additiona definition asto the
direction they’re headed in the sub-basin planning effort. At that point, said Paensky, | think we can
have amore informed discussion; between now and then, consider it food for thought.

7. Flathead Basin Oper ations Plan. Newsom said there are two projectsincluded in the
scope of this planning effort: Kerr and Hungry Horse. There are anumber of issues connected with this
effort, at least some of which will need to be addressed by the IT, he said.



Basicdly, Kerr and Hungry Horse were operated for power until the 1995 BiOp was released,
Newsom said. At Hungry Horse, we now have what are cdled “fish curves,” the focus of whichis
anadromous fish and the operations cdled for in the BiOp. There are dso some other issues at these
projects, such as IRCs— essentialy, resident fish curves—and VAR-Q.

What hasredlly changed things in the Flathead Basin, however, is the rdicensing process for
Kerr Dam, which has imposed a minimum flow requirement on that project. In order to meet that
minimum flow requirement, and keep Flathead L ake elevations a an acceptable level, you may have to
operate Hungry Horse, there is dso the requirement for a minimum flow at Columbia Fals, Newsom
sad. Inaddition, he said, we're attempting to impose BiOp refill requirements, IRC refill requirements
and VAR-Q refill requirements. Those draft and refill requirements are currently working againgt each
other, he explained.

Newsom said Reclamation was asked to do a study, looking at some options the tribes and the
State of Montanawould like to congder a Kerr and Hungry Horse. Reclamation has now run those
studies, and will be meeting with Montana and the tribes later in January. We need to give those
entities a chance to look at how the system works, from their standpoint, Newsom said, but at some
point, we aso need to discuss the implications of the study for FCRPS operations here at I T.
Ultimately, what is needed is a Hungry Horse operation that is acceptable to both upsiream and
downstream interests; this study offers an opportunity to bring everyone to the table, to work that out,
sad Newsom. He added that he hopes to coordinate a meeting to discuss that possible solution some
timein late February. Perhaps you can work with John Palensky to bring areport on thisitem to a
future IT agenda, suggested Brown.

8. Interim Guidelines. Paensky noted that, severa years ago, the IT developed a set of
interim guidelines, my perception isthat we are getting dong just fine without any changes to those, but
there are some things that have changed, such as the addition of facilitation, the participation of EPA,
and the switch from the Dissolved Gas Team to the Water Quality Team, he said. None of those items
is referenced in the existing guiddines, said Palensky, and | just wanted to check in with the IT
membership about whether or not the guidelines need to be revidited or updated. My senseisthat it
would be worthwhile to revigt the guiddines, mainly to refresh them, said Brown; that isa part of
developing an attachment to the next Biologica Opinion describing this process.

V. Re-Initiation on FCRPS (Biological Assessment).

The Corps Dave Ponganis distributed Enclosure D, a handout showing the genera scope of
the Biologicad Assessment which, as he sad, will lead into consultation and, hopefully, anew Biologicd
Opinion thisspring. The BA will cover dl endangered species in the basin, and will focus on the 12
listed anadromous species in the Columbia Basin, as well as bull trout and Kootenal River white
sturgeon, Ponganis said.



Ponganis spent a few minutes going through Enclosure D, touching on near-term operations,
long-term operations and decision processes, adaptive management framework through performance
measures, and conclusons. Ponganis said one of the gods of the BA isto introduce the concept of
performance measures, and start engaging in that discussion —there are alot of specifics that ill need
to be worked out, he said.

In response to a question, Ponganis said that, as the consultation process gets underway, the
Corpswill be seeking comments of its Biologica Assessment; we will be meeting directly with various
date and tribal co-managers, hesaid. Again, he sad, the intent of this document isthat it cover dl
gpecies, not just anadromous fish. My assumption is that any comments on the draft BA will need to be
submitted within the same time-frame as for the draft Lower Snake EIS, March 31, Ponganis said.
Brown noted that NMFS' god isto produce adraft Biological Opinion in March, dthough the
discusson of the specific steps and schedules necessary to meet that god is till ongoing.

So theintent isto have aBiologica Opinion in place prior to the 2000 migration season? Boyce
asked. | think it’sunlikely that we will have a signed BiOp in place by then, Brown replied; however, it
ismy expectation that we will have a draft Opinion out prior to the onset of the migration season, and
that, in the course of developing that draft, we would have agreement between at least the action
agencies and NMFS that we are going to implement the provisions of the new Opinion during the
coming migration season, pending find revisons.

In response to a question from Boyce, Ponganis said the Willamette projects are being
addressed in a separate Biological Assessment/Biologica Opinion process. What is the status of that
consultation? Brown asked. My understanding is that we' re trying to get the Willamette BA out in the
same time-frame as the BA for the FCRPS, Ponganis replied; the draft should be available sometimein
February.

If you partition the Upper Willamette spring chinook and steelhead into a separate process,
doesn't that run counter to the intent to develop a fully coordinated al-species, al-basin recovery plan
in the FCRPS Biological Opinion? Boyce asked. Y our concept would be that the two processes need
to be combined? Ponganis asked. |I'm just saying that what you' re proposing, currently, istwo
Separate tracks, Boyce replied.

We ve talked about that, said Daley; at least interndly a Bonneville, we do see measures
addressed in the Biologicd Opinion that may well impact Willamette operations. The coordination will
necessarily occur, just asit occursin I'T, when we start talking about Columbia River operations, the
Mid-Columbia PUDs etc. For the sake of efficiency, in addressing the problemsin the Willamette, it
worked out better to separate that system out into its own BA/BO consultation, Daey said. Thetwo
documents may be separate, added Ponganis, but the processes will be fully coordinated.
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In response to a question from Jm Litchfield, Ponganis agreed that the concept of performance
measures is easy; fleshing out the details, however, is extremdy difficult. We hope to work out those
detailsin the course of our consultations with the states and tribes, he said. It'sa spinoff of the
discussonsthe TMT has been having about developing clear biological goals and objectives, to guide
in-season decisions about how best to use the available storage water, Litchfield said. Itisvtasmple
undertaking, and it' s difficult to see how it’sdl going to come together.

What we re trying to do is develop system and project survivas, which will be set asagod,
said Brown. 'Y ou would then monitor to evaluate progress toward that goal. Where we're having
trouble isin finding the right numbersto plug into that matrix, which can somehow be rdated, through
the CRI process, to the long-term performance of the populations. How we emerge from this
uncertainty with some sort of workable standard is unknown at this point, Brown said. If anyone has
suggestions as to agppropriate performance standards, we're dl ears, added Daey. We would
wel come the opportunity to have direct input into the development of those performance standards,
said Boyce.

It sounds, then, as though, now that we have re-initiated consultation on the FCRPS, the two
questions are firgt, what process should we use to involve the co-managers throughout the course of
this consultation and, second, within that process, how should we focus on the question of performance
measures? Brown said. Those are excdlent questions; in listening to this, it sounds as though what we
need to do is set up a series of meetings. How should we do that, asked Brown, to avoid agency
overload, given the fact that there are numerous other ongoing processes, such asthe All-H and EIS
processes? How do you want to engage, given the fact that there are alot of other, related processes

going on?

Why can’'t you implement something with a shorter shdlf-life, such as a one-year operaions
plan, which will make some progress toward the long-term goals while these other more complex
consultations and discussions take place? Lovein asked. With al the various processesthat are
currently ongoing, I'm just not sure it will be possible to accelerate everything to the point that it can be
completed in time to meet the deadlines we' ve been discussing today. That has definitely been
discussed, and those discussions are ill ongoing, Ddey replied. The only problem isthat, in dl
likelihood, we' Il be back here at thistime next year, facing the same deadlines, observed Litchfield —
we can't just keep hitting the snooze button.

Boyce sad that, in his opinion, the only way to ensure full ownership of a plan that will control
2000 operationsisto find away to get full input from the co-managers. It'sabig task, and we do have
alot on our plate at the moment, but we need to get on with it, he said.

Jm Yo sad the Idaho Governor’s office is expecting that NMFS and the action agencies will

be calling to sat up aconaultation in 1daho that will include dl of the agenciesin Idaho, including IDFG.
We want to discuss the federal documents that have been released and will be released, Yost said; in
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addition, we have a set of documents that cover the Fours Hs in Idaho, which we are using as the basis
from which to reply to dl of those federa work products. We have established performance standards
in Idaho, milepogts by which to determine success or improvement. | guesswhat I'm trying to say is
that it isn't going to be a one-hour meeting, where we smply listen to what the federal agencies haveto
say, sad Yost —we will need a least four hours to go through the information we plan to present to
you. We're dill waiting for that phone cdl, Yost said.

Ddey replied that there will be at least four or five public meetings scheduled in Idaho; the
Governor’s office should have been contacted directly by now he said, but | will let our public
involvement people know that that has not yet occurred, and needsto. Yost said the Idaho Governor
would like to meet persondly with Will Stdle; if there is going to be consultation, he said, we expect
that to occur through the Governor’s office and IDFG.

What I'm hearing is that 1daho would like three levels of consultation, said Brown — with the
Governor’s office, with the public, and atechnica consultation with the State agenciesin Idaho. Are
you saying that you want that technical consultation to occur as a one-on-one between the federd
government and Idaho, while, a the same time, we conduct one-on-one consultations with the other
dtates, or would you prefer a multi-state/federal government process? Brown asked. I’ m expecting the
federal agencies to consult on atechnica basis one-on-one with Idaho, Y ost replied — we want to
know what' s hgppening with the Idaho components of the relevant documents, and we want the
opportunity for our state agencies to present our information to you.

Isthat something you and | can set up, or isit something that needs to be more formaly
scheduled? Brown asked. You and | can set it up, Yost replied — | understand the necessity of the
public component, but 1daho aso needs a more technica presentation by our state agency directors. Is
there anything else the group needs to put together? Abel asked. Washington is dso preparing its
comments to the federal documents, replied Nielsen; that leaves the federa parties with question of
how to do conduct similar process with the other states. Thereis aso aproposa that the federa
parties do a government-to-government consultation with the tribes on the table, said Ddey; I'm not
saying that dl of this can’t happen, but we need some help, from the states and tribes, to decide how all
of this can hgppen within the available timeline. Ddey said he will communicate these desires to the
gopropriate people in Bonneville s public involvement office; we will start conversations with the
appropriate offices, he said. 1n response to aquestion, Y ost said heis the point person to set up the
Idaho meetings.

DoestheIT need to do anything more with this issue today, or do the federal agenciesfed that
they have their marching orders? Abdl asked. | think we've heard enough, Brown replied -- it sounds
asthough the bdl isin NMFS' court, in terms of setting up these discussions and laying out an overdl
process. We're back in consultation, and let’s line out how we re going to reach a March deadline.
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Nielsen said Washington's preference would be to mode these consultations on the process
used for the 1998 supplementa steelhead Biologica Opinion, rather than trying to set up individua
consultations with dl of the states. Daley observed that the process suggested by Yo, in which dl of
the state’ s agencies would present information and provide input in a coordinated single-day
presentation, would be preferable from the federal standpoint. We have asked the governor’ s office
how they want to approach that, said Nielsen; | have yet to receive areply, so I’'m just stating
WDFW’s preference. Brown asked Nielsen to communicate Washington's preference as soon as he
knows what it is, once we ve set up a consultation, | hope you' Il make certain that any other
Washington agencies that want to provide input into the BA/BO process are present at the discusson,
said Brown. Nielsen added that he will continue to check with Gov. Locke' s office to see how
Washington's response to dl of the federal documents will be coordinated.

Dick Nason observed that, while performance standards are near and dear to the hearts of
many stakeholders, it amply isn't redligtic to expect that they can be fully fleshed out between now and
March, particularly given the number of processes currently competing for agency atention. How do
the four Statesfed about the dternative Bruce Lovelin mentioned earlier — a shorter-duration “ parking
place’ for the operational discussion, while these other processes are completed? Brown asked.

Boyce replied that the 1995 and 1998 supplementa BiOpswill bein force until they are superceded by
the more comprehengve Biologica Opinion now under development; if we can't get the 2000 BiOp
sgned and in-place by March, they will continueto bein force. If we get it donein time, we get it done
intime; if we don’t, we don't, said Boyce. Litchfield agreed; we dl know what the falback pogtionis,
he said, but we would be well-served to at least lay out along-term framework that will be fleshed out
further over time. It does't dl have to be done in a single document by March 31, but | think it would
be a mistake to dack off on the effort to produce a draft BiOp by March —if we missthat deadline, as
Jm Yo sad eaxrlier, theré sagood chance we'll find ourselves in exactly the same position a thistime
next year. | agree, said Nielsen —we need to proceed at least with the intent of producing a draft B.O.
by March. It's agargantuan task, and the odds are againgt us, but if we agree to aone-year delay a
this point, chances are that will retard the entire process.

V. Draft Interim Biological Opinion.

Lynne Krasnow of NMFS provided an overview of the 1999 Supplemental FCRPS Biologica
Opinion, noting firgt that this document is now available for co-manager review; she asked any agencies
and tribes which have not received a copy to contact her directly. Asmost of you are aware, said
Krasnow, six additiona species— Upper Columbia spring chinook, Lower Columbia chinook, Mid-
Columbia steelhead, Upper Willamette spring chinook and steethead, and Columbia River chum —were
listed last March; none of them were considered in either the 1995 or 1998 Supplemental BiOps. For
that reason, another Biologica Opinion was needed to address the biologica requirements of these six
newly-listed species for the rest of the interim period.
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Essentidly, what we have done in the 1999 Supplementa Biologica Opinion isto go through
the 1995 and 1998 Supplemental BiOps and list the measures in those documents that protect each of
the ESUs during the interim period, until we have re-initiated consultation on the operation of the
FCRPS, Krasnow explained. We then go on to make a determination about whether or not those
measures are adequate to protect each of the listed speciesfor the rest of the interim period. Krasnow
stressed that NMFS is not doing any andysisin the 1999 Supplementa BiOp to determine whether
these interim operations will be sufficient to ensure surviva, with adequate recovery potentia. What
we're looking at, instead, is whether or not the current measures are adequate to protect these species
for the rest of the interim period, Krasnow said; dso, in the context of the long-term operation, we're
looking a whether or not we have an adequate grasp of the critical uncertainties that would affect the
way the system is operated to ensure that al 12 listed species survive, with adequate potentid for
recovery. It'sthe same process we followed in devel oping the 1998 Supplementd BiOp, she added.

Will NMFS be doing aformd jeopardy andysisfor dl of the listed species in the 2000
Biologica Opinion? Boyce asked. Absolutdly, Krasnow replied.

Krasnow continued on through her overview of the draft 1999 Supplementa Biologica Opinion
(Enclosure E), touching on some of the issues associated with each of the newly-listed species. For
Upper Columbia River spring chinook, NMFS did not find the need for new interim measures, but
reinforced the importance of developing the QAR to provide atool with which to analyze the effects of
any long-term FCRPS operations on the survival and recovery of this species, she said. For Mid-
Columbia stedheed, again, we' re not recommending any additiona interim measures beyond those that
are dready included in the 1995 and 1998 Supplemental B.O.s, Krasnow said. However, we note
that, a this point, we don’t have away to andyze the effects of along-term operation on this species,
the action agencies have therefore committed to develop and analyze time series of index population
abundances and smolt-to-adult return rates for this population. Thereisalot of data out there, said
Krasnow, but it isn't yet gathered together in aform that lends itsef to the kind of long-term andysis
that is needed for this species.

For Upper Willamette chinook and steelhead, Krasnow continued, the 13 Corps projectsin the
Upper Willamette sub-basin are being addressed in a separate BA/BO process. Thereis some overlap
with the FCRPS, of course, once these fish leave the Willamette and enter the Columbia River estuary
a Willamette Fdls. The main effect there will probably come out of our estuarine studies, Krasnow
sad; frankly, that's abit of ablack box at the moment, and we have not required the action agencies, a
thistime, to commit to any new measures for these ESUs in the interim period.

Lower Columbia chinook and Columbia River chum are somewhat more complex, because
both species use the mainstem below Bonneville Dam for spawning, said Krasnow. The main effect on
FCRPS operations has to do with flow fluctuations a Bonneville Dam, which can draw spawners up
into higher elevations, then dewater their redds later, as outflow from the project drops. A secondary
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impect of the FCRPS is the possihility that Bonneville pool may drown some spawning habitat in the
lower end of tributaries, Krasnow said.

The interim operation laid out in the 1999 Supplementa BiOp includes a commitment to
provide spawning flows a Ives Idand that will reduce flow fluctuations a Bonneville during the
incubation and rearing periods, said Krasnow; she noted, however, that tidd fluctuations in the estuary
extend dl the way up to the dam, and that, even if aminimum outflow of 125 Kcfsis maintained from
that project, alow spring tide can mean that some redds might be dewatered. We have a commitment
from the action agencies that they will use flow augmentation to fill in during those low tidal periods, as
well as a commitment to reduce flow fluctuations a Bonneville from January through April, sad
Krasnow.

The problem with this operation is that, in as many as athird of the historic water years, we
won't be ableto do it al, Krasnow continued — it won't be possible to provide these incubation and
rearing flows, and refill Grand Coulee to Upper Rule Curve by April 10. Thisisthefirg timewe have
been faced with a Stuation where providing protection for one listed ESU could potentidly take away
benefits from another, Krasnow said. Nielsen observed that, fortunately, for thisyear, at least, the
water supply should be adequate enough so that this conflict does not occur. We hope to continue to
be fortunate, said Krasnow, but the redity is that these measures for Lower Columbia chinook and
Columbia River chum mean that project operators will be asked to provide flow augmentation for listed
gpecies dmogt year-‘round; in gpproximately athird of the water yearsin the historical record, we
don’t have access to enough reservoir storageto do it all.

The 1999 BiOp aso lays out NMFS priorities for the remainder of the interim period, said
Krasnow. They are, firdg, to ensure an 85 percent probability that Grand Coulee will reach its Upper
Rule Curve devation by April 10, as per the RPA; second, to protect the ability of partiesto comply
with the Vernita Bar agreement; third, to facilitate the full use of the Ives Idand spawning habitat, as
soon as, and to the greatest degree, possible.

In conclusion, said Krasnow, will these measures be enough, in the long term, to give al of
these ESUs the opportunity for surviva, with adequate potentia for recovery? In other words, do we
have our ducksin arow for theinterim period, particularly for Lower Columbia chinook and Columbia
River chum? Given the potentiad conflicts between the needs of dl of the listed speciesin the basin,
what are the critica uncertainties we need to find answers for if we are to make good choices?
Krasnow asked. To that end, the 1999 Supplementa BiOp's proposed actions section also references
the ongoing analysis of extinction risk, the CRI analys's, we have a commitment from the action
agencies to supplement the current state-run spawner surveys, particularly with respect to chum
spawning. We aso need to know whether the Ives Idand chum are an independent population, or
whether they are strays from nearby tributaries, such as Hamilton and Hardy Creeks. That baffles me,
sad Howard Schdler — Columbia River chum are asingle ESU, and given the tenuous Situation in most
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of those tributaries, even if these fish are trays, that shouldn’'t metter. Basicdlly, we need afull range of
information so that, in the face of potentialy tough choices, we make the right one, Krasnow replied.

One other item our co-managers aren't very happy about isthe fact that we did find one
coded-wire tag from Spring Creek Hatchery in October, Krasnow said; we need to consider whether
or not this flow augmentation program is redly providing an opportunity for wild fish to spawn. Given
that need, we will dso be seeking additiona genetic information about tules (fall chinook) that spawn in
that area, said Krasnow.

Krasnow added that NMFS has extended the comment period on the draft supplemental 1999
BiOp until January 17; however, until the BiOp is Sgned, the action agencies don't have incidental take
coverage. If anincidentd take problem arisesin the interim, NMFSwill sgn the current draft of the
BiOp, and ded with any comments that have not yet been submitted during re-initiation.

V1. PATH Funding Update and Work Plan.

PATH coordinator Dave Marmorek said the purpose of this agendaitem isto provide an
update on the current status of the PATH process. Y ou will recdl that the | SRP has recommended
that PATH should be funded for atrangtion period, Marmorek said; after some discussions with the
Council and others, aligt of 13 tasks was ultimately identified for PATH to accomplish by the end of
March 2000.

The Power Planning Council then gpproved funding for these “ closeout” tasks, Marmorek
continued; that funding is due to run out on March 31. He noted, however, that PATH’ s BPA
contractors are funded using non-discretionary dollars; their contracts will continue past March 31.

The handout (Enclosure F) details the 13 closeout tasks, said Marmorek; ten of those are now
substantially complete, but three— Task 1 (Experimental Management), Task 12 (Assess key
differences between PATH and CRI) and Task 13.2 (Assess the feasibility of achieving the required
surviva improvements with other Hs) —will have to be truncated, in terms of the depth of the
information we will be able to generate between now and the end of March. There smply won't be
enough time to address those andysesin full detall within the available time-frame, Marmorek said.

The group devoted afew minutes discussion to the PATH task lig, including the possibility that
it might be possible for PATH to make some progress on new tasks 14 and 15 by March 31. With
respect to Task 14 (assess the effects of usng updated run recongtruction; relate to previous PATH
results), Schaler noted that this task should have been included within the scope of Task 2; thereign't
much point in doing Task 2 unless you dso did 14, he said.
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Mike Field observed that the Council approved these 13 tasks based on NMFS
recommendation; if NMFS wants to expand that list, you will need to come back to the Council for
gpprova of additiond funding, Fidd said. | wouldn't fed comfortable with the idea that you would
fund additiona work out of the $130,000 the Council approved for these 13 tasks, Field said. If you
want to amend thislist, he said, NMFSwill probably need to make that request to the Council. Even if
the additiond tasks can be accomplished within the aready-approved timeline and budget? Brown
asked. What does your COTR say? Field asked. That would be a Bonneville cdll, said Brown, but my
guessis, that is not going to be a problem.

Clearly, it isthe Council’ sintent is to phase PATH out by March 31, said Ddey. My guessisif
PATH adjusts its workload to complete these tasks by March 31, that would probably be acceptable,
under the exigting contract, Daley sad.

So aslong asthereis no contract problem, from Bonnevill€ s perspective, and aslong asthe
work NMFSlaid out is being done and the dl of thiswork is accomplished within the specified time-
frame and budget, do you see a problem? Brown asked. |sthiswork NMFS wants to see done?
Field asked. To be honest, | wasn't aware that we had arequest that items be added to thistask ligt,
Brown replied; however, based on what I’ ve heard today, it sounds as though there may be compelling
reasons to do both Tasks 14 and 15. If we can fill in some additional holes between now and March
31, within-budget and within-schedule, that would be fine with me, said Brown.

Again, said Fdd, | would suggest that NMFS at least draft aletter to the Council, explaining
these changes to PATH' stask list. We can do that, Brown replied; he said he will discuss the task list
with NMFS technicd staff, then contact Bob Lohn of the Council saff to determine what further
Council involvement, if any, is needed.

VII. Approval of Minutesfrom November 41T Mesting.

The November minutes were approved after a brief discussion; Brown asked that any

additiona comments or changes be provided to Kathy Ceballos within aweek.

VIII. Next IT Meeting Date and Agenda Items.

The next meeting of the Implementation Team was set for Thursday, February 10, from 9 am.
to 4 p.m. at NMFS Portland offices. Meeting notes prepared by Jeff Kuechle, BPA contractor.
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